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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy
to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment.
The methods, findings and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In
addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to
address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)),
and considering EPA policy.

This is the fifth FYR for the Pickettville Road Landfill Superfund Site. The triggering action for this
statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared because
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). The site consists of one operable unit (OU).

OU-1 addresses landfill waste and groundwater remedies.

The EPA’s remedial project manager (RPM) Scott Martin led the FYR. Participants included potentially
responsible party (PRP) contractor representative Kristi Hess, Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) project manager Miranda McClure, and Kirby Webster and Claire Marcussen from
Skeo (EPA FYR support contractor). The review began on 5/21/2020. Appendix A provides a list of the
documents used to prepare this FYR Report. Appendix B includes site status information. Appendix C
provides a brief site chronology.

Site Background

The 52-acre site is located at 5150 Pickettville Road, five miles northwest of downtown Jacksonville, in
Duval County, Florida (Figure 1). The site is in an area with mixed industrial and residential uses and
includes some forested areas. The city of Jacksonville operated a borrow pit for sand with limited
disposal activities on site from the 1940s to 1967. In 1968, Jacksonville began leasing the property for
full-scale landfill operations. Until 1977, municipal waste and industrial wastes such as oil, lead acid
battery liquid waste, battery casings, light turpentine sludge, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were
disposed of at the site. In 1977, Jacksonville closed, backfilled and regraded the landfill. Landfill
operations resulted in the contamination of groundwater with organic and metal contaminants from
landfill waste.

Little Sixmile Creek flows through the southeastern portion of the site. The site is currently unoccupied,
vegetated and fenced. Stormwater runoff at the site generally flows to the east-southeast and discharges
into Little Sixmile Creek through stormwater ditches, on-site ponds and a concrete spillway (Figure 2).
Groundwater occurs in the upper zone consisting of the Upper Sand and Rock aquifers and the deeper
Floridan Aquifer, which is separated from the upper zone by the Hawthorne confining unit.
Groundwater contamination is limited to the upper zone. Groundwater flow in the upper zone is in a
northeasterly direction and discharges to Little Sixmile Creek. The Rock Aquifer is the major water-
producing zone at the site and is underlain by the Hawthorne Group. The Hawthorne Group is the
regional confining unit for the Floridan Aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer is the principal source of fresh
water in northeastern Florida and is under artesian conditions.



Figure 1: Site Vicinity
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Figure 2: Site Detail
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Pickettville Road Landfill
EPA ID: FLD980556351

Region: 4 State: FL City/County: Jacksonville/Duval

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? Has the Site achieved construction completion?
No Yes

Lead agency: EPA

Author name: Scott Martin

Author affiliation: EPA with support provided by Skeo
Review period: 5/21/2020 - 2/1/2021
Date of Site inspection: 10/20/2020

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 5

Triggering action date: 2/24/2016

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 2/24/2021




II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY

Basis for Taking Action/Response Action

In November 1979, the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER, now FDEP) found
elevated levels of metals in on-site wells. In 1981, following a preliminary assessment and site
investigation, the EPA confirmed the presence of contamination in groundwater, surface water, soil and
leachate. The EPA notified site’s property owners H.H. Claussen and Jacksonville of their roles as PRPs
at the site in March 1982. By July 1982, the EPA and FDER identified on-site erosion and leachate
problems. The PRPs addressed these problems in November 1982, installing a retaining wall to correct
them.

A subsequent EPA inspection noted the persistence of the leachate problem at the site. In December
1982, the EPA proposed the site for listing on the Superfund program’s National Priorities List (NPL).
The EPA finalized the site’s listing on the NPL in September 1983. By 1986, the EPA had identified all
PRPs. They formed the Pickettville Road Landfill Superfund Site Group (the PRLS Group) to address
site 1ssues.

Based on the results of the site’s 1987 remedial investigation (RI) and 1989 risk assessment, the PRLS
Group concluded that waste disposal activities at the site contaminated groundwater and that
hypothetical consumption of Upper Sand Aquifer groundwater would pose unacceptable risks due to the
presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and arsenic, an inorganic compound. The PRLS Group
also concluded that exposure to soil did not pose unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment. The EPA and FDER considered the RI and risk assessment inadequate. A site-specific risk
assessment and feasibility study (FS) by the EPA in 1990 determined that dermal contact with landfill
surface soil and ingestion of groundwater could result in future unacceptable human health risks. The FS
Report concluded that it was necessary to limit access and uncontrolled dumping, to address statutory
requirements associated with management of an inactive municipal landfill, and to assist in leachate and
groundwater management to prevent exposure. The ecological risk assessment demonstrated that landfill
waste has migrated into Little Sixmile Creek. The site contaminants of concern (COCs) include benzene
and vinyl chloride in groundwater. Arsenic was not included as a COC as the concentrations were below
the drinking water standard at that time.

The EPA issued the site’s Record of Decision (ROD) in September 1990. It specified the cleanup plan
for contaminated site waste, groundwater, and surface water and sediment in Little Sixmile Creek.

The EPA updated the remedy with an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in 1996. The ESD
changed the landfill cover from a clay liner to a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL). Table 1 lists the remedial
action objectives (RAOs) and remedy components as specified in the ROD and ESD.



Table 1: RAOs and Remedy Components

Contaminated
Area

RAO

Remedy Components

Groundwater

Minimize the potential for
ingestion of groundwater
associated with the landfill in
the surficial aquifer.

Implement a long-term groundwater monitoring program.
Extend the city water main to residences immediately north of
the site to supply alternative sources of potable water as this is
the primary area that could potentially be impacted if

groundwater contamination migrated off site due to
groundwater flow at the site.

e Install three deep Floridan Aquifer monitoring wells to
determine the vertical extent of groundwater contamination.

e Implement a well abandonment program for Upper Sand
Aquifer wells immediately north of the site.

e Implement institutional controls to limit groundwater use in the
area immediately north of the site.

Landfill e Control surface water runoff. e Construct a GCL cover with a passive gas collection system.?
Soil/Waste e Control potential fugitive vapor | e Install a perimeter security fence.

emissions. ¢ Implement institutional controls to regulate future development

e Minimize the potential for of the site.

direct contact with the landfill

material.
Little Sixmile | e Restoration of Little Sixmile ¢ Remove landfill waste that has migrated from the site into the
Creek Creek next to the site. creek.

e Complete an ecological study of the creek to determine if
additional remediation is warranted.

Notes:
a. The 1996 ESD substituted a GCL for the clay barrier layer identified in the 1990 ROD.

The ROD established alternate concentration limits (ACLs) as the cleanup goals for two groundwater
COCs in compliance wells at the landfill edge. ACLs were established so that migration of contaminants
from the landfill, as represented by benzene and vinyl chloride, are at or below the ACLs protective of
surface water quality in Little Sixmile Creek (Table 2). The ACLs are contingent on institutional
controls limiting groundwater use that could result in human exposure to contaminants.

Table 2: Cleanup Goals for Groundwater COCs

COC ROD Cleanup Goal® (ng/L)
Benzene 115
Vinyl chloride 115

Notes:

a. ACL is established for COCs in on-site groundwater at the edge of the landfill. It is based on a
groundwater-to-surface water dilution factor.

pg/L = micrograms per liter

Source: 1990 ROD, Section 9.1, Cleanup Goals.

The ROD also required the installation of three deep Floridan Aquifer monitoring wells to determine
the vertical extent of groundwater contamination. The ROD indicates that if the new Floridan Aquifer
wells show site contamination above the Safe Drinking Water Act’s maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) for drinking water, then a feasibility analysis of groundwater remedial alternatives is required,
and the ROD amended, if deemed necessary. According to the site’s June 1993 Revised Groundwater
Monitoring Plan, the PRLS Group determined that groundwater monitoring of the Floridan Aquifer is
not necessary due to the extensive thickness of the low-permeability Hawthorne Group, which serves
as a confining unit, as well as the significant upward gradient from the Floridan Aquifer system.

Thus, the three Floridan Aquifer wells were not installed as per the ROD.
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Status of Implementation

The PRLS Group completed the remedial design for the first phase of the remedial action between
February and April 1992. The PRLS Group was responsible for the remedial action pursuant to a
Consent Decree with the EPA filed in April 1992. Between March 1992 and July 1993, the PRLS Group
executed the following remedial actions:

e Extended the city water main to 10 properties north of the site and between the site and
Little Sixmile Creek.

e Constructed a 6-foot-high barbed wire fence around the site.

o Installed a perimeter security fence to restrict unauthorized access to the site.

e Completed a well survey for wells in the area around the site that qualified for the well
abandonment program.

e Received permission from seven property owners to install water line hookups and perform well
abandonment activities at the identified properties. !

e Filed a notice and deed restrictions with Duval County Public Records for the landfill property to
restrict the use of groundwater and land.

The PRLS Group completed the remedial design for the second phase of remedial action between
April 1992 and September 1993. The PRLS Group completed the following remedial actions between
October 1993 and 1997:

e Constructed the gas control system.

e Constructed the stormwater control system, including the perimeter ditches, two retention ponds and
emergency spillways at each pond to handle excess runoff and discharge to Little Sixmile Creek.

e Restored Little Sixmile Creek by removing waste and debris (e.g., concrete, cables) along the
creek bank and placing the material in the landfill, regrading the creek bank slope, integrating the
modified section of the creek bank with upstream and downstream bank contours, and providing
erosion control for the creek bank.

e Completed an ecological study on Little Sixmile Creek. The study did not identify any negative
ecological impacts on the creek due to the site.

e Constructed the GCL and vegetative landfill cover after placement of fill material in the landfill
to bring it to grade, followed by the settlement period.

e Completed off-site and on-site well abandonment.?

¢ Installed six monitoring wells in the Upper Sand Aquifer and four monitoring wells in the
Rock Aquifer.

Consistent with the ROD, the groundwater monitoring program was specified in the 1993 Remedial
Design Report to periodically evaluate hydrogeologic conditions and groundwater quality in accordance
with the ACL demonstration. The 1993 Remedial Design Report also required analysis of groundwater
samples for other contaminants as well as the COCs benzene and vinyl chloride. The additional
contaminants include specific VOCs and metals. In addition, the 1993 Remedial Design Report required

! One owner declined to have his well plugged. The well is located outside the area designated for institutional controls.

2 According to the site’s 1993 Final Remedial Design Report, groundwater monitoring of the Floridan Aquifer was not
included because of the extensive thickness of the low-permeability Hawthorne Group (Upper Confining Unit) as well as the
significant upward gradient from the Floridan Aquifer System.
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analysis of wells along Little Sixmile Creek (SMW-4, 9, 10, 18 and 19, DMW-10 and 18) for pesticides
and PCBs. The analysis was to be discontinued after three years if no there were no detections.

Due to the presence of arsenic and 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) above MCLs in shallow groundwater,
the EPA requested that the PRPs prepare a focused FS in 2003. The PRPs recommended monitored
natural attenuation (MNA) of arsenic and 1,1-DCE above MCLs in Site groundwater in the 2003 FS.

In 2008, the PRPs completed a groundwater evaluation that demonstrated MNA would achieve RAOs
specified in the 2003 focused FS. The PRPs also conducted groundwater/surface water interface
sampling to evaluate consistently elevated arsenic detections in shallow monitoring wells 18 and 21
(SMW-18 and SMW-21). The EPA reviewed arsenic data and concluded in September 2008 that arsenic
did not exceed its MCL in the groundwater/surface water interface in the creek. Based on these findings,
the EPA signed the Site’s Preliminary Close-Out Report (PCOR) in September 2008 to document the
completion of all construction activities.

Institutional Control (IC) Review

As required by the ROD, the PRLS Group signed a Notice and Deed Restriction in July 1993
(Appendix J) that was filed with Duval County. The restrictions serve as an institutional control to
restrict the following activities:

Extraction or use of groundwater from the site.

Any use of the site that would obstruct or disturb the remedy in place.

Residential, commercial, industrial or recreational uses of the property.

Limits construction of buildings or structures at the site to those related to the selected remedy.

The institutional controls in place may be too restrictive for future site uses as long as the remedy
components are not compromised. The site is located in a Florida Groundwater Delineated Area, which
restricts the placement of wells on the site and in areas around the site within the delineated area.
Jacksonville owns the site, which consists of two parcels, 042200-0000 and 083444-0000. Table 3 lists
the institutional controls associated with areas of interest at the site. Figure 3 shows the property
boundaries for the parcels at the site with institutional controls.



Table 3: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented Institutional Controls (ICs)

Media That Do
ICs Called ]
Not Support . Title of IC Instrument
ICs for in the Impacted IC
UU/UE Based on . . o . Implemented and Date (or
Needed Decision Parcel(s) Objective
Current planned)
" Documents
Conditions
The site lies in a Florida
Restrict groundwater | Groundwater Delineated
042200 0000 | use in the surficial Area.?
Groundwater Yes Yes aquifer between the
083444 0000 | source and the Notice and Deed Restriction®
discharge point. Book 7624, Page 1496
July 29, 1993
Regulate future
042200 0000 | development of the Notice and Deed Restriction®
Soil and Cap Yes Yes Site. Prohibit Book 7624, Page 1496
083444 0000 | disturbance of July 29, 1993
remedy.
Notes:

a. Florida’s groundwater delineation information can be found online at:

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/groundwater/delineate.htm.

b. Record obtained online on June 22, 2020, using Book 7624, Page 1496 at:
https://or.duvalclerk.com/search/SearchTypeBookPage.



http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/groundwater/delineate.htm
https://or.duvalclerk.com/search/SearchTypeBookPage

Figure 3: Institutional Control Map
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Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

According to the site’s 1993 Revised Groundwater Monitoring Plan, the general frequency of
groundwater sampling during the O&M period is quarterly for the first year and semi-annually for up to
20 years (through 2017). Groundwater samples were collected from the Upper Sand and Rock aquifers
from monitoring wells downgradient of the site. The parameter list for the groundwater monitoring
program consists of indicator parameters and additional parameters. The indicator parameters include a
specific list of organic compounds that serve as indicators of both volatile and non-volatile organic
compounds and metals, which included the two COCs listed in the ROD. In addition, at the request of
the EPA, the PRLS Group analyzes groundwater for other parameters to support trend analyses.

They include ammonia, cyanide, major anions and cations, pH, specific conductance, and temperature.>
Routine O&M activities at the site include site inspections, closure cover maintenance, stormwater
management system maintenance, gas control system maintenance, groundwater monitoring, gas
monitoring and surface water discharge monitoring. The PRLS Group completed site inspections semi-
annually and O&M reports are submitted to the EPA annually. According to the 2017 Monitoring
Report, the 20-year O&M period as required in the Consent Decree has ended and the PRLS Group
proposed and implemented modified O&M activities as follows.

e Sample monitoring wells SMW-18 and SMW-21 for arsenic every five years (to be completed
one year ahead of the due date for the next FYR).

e Discontinue landfill gas monitoring.

e Mow the site two times per year.

e Conduct annual site inspections for use in preparing FYRs.

The PRLS Group submitted the sampling to support this FYR in March 2020. As part of this report the
PRLS Group noted that the fence required repair in the northern corner of the site and a tree damaged
the fenced in the southern corner of the site. The repairs have been made based on the site inspection
completed in October 2020.

The 1990 ROD estimated O&M costs of $171,000 per year over the 20-year O&M period.

However, costs projected by the PRPs during remedial design illustrate an annual cost reduction over the
O&M period. O&M costs incurred by the PRPs during the previous five years are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: O&M Costs Over the FYR Period

T
August 2014 through July 2015 $75,000
August 2015 through July 2016 $67,000
August 2016 through July 2017 $66,000
August 2017 through July 2018 $26,000
August 2018 through July 2019 $9,000

3 After the first three years of O&M groundwater sampling, pesticides and PCBs were no longer included on the parameter
list for routine sampling since these parameters were below detection.
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III. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS REVIEW

This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the previous FYR Report.
There were no recommendations provided in the previous FYR Report.

Table 5: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2016 FYR Report

(0] OF - Protectloven_e 5 Protectiveness Statement
Determination

The site’s remedy currently protects human health and the
environment because waste material has been excavated from
Little Sixmile Creek and residual contamination is contained
beneath a landfill cover system. Restrictions are in place to
prevent groundwater use and future land uses that could
damage the remedial components. For the remedy to remain
protective over the long term, issues concerning O&M and
remedy performance should be addressed.

Sitewide Short-term Protective

IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Community Notification, Community Involvement and Site Interviews

A public notice was made available by a public notice published in the Florida Times Union newspaper,
on 11/25/2020 (Appendix D). It stated that the FYR was underway and invited the public to submit any
comments to the EPA. The results of the review and the report will be made available at the site’s
information repository, Highlands Branch Public Library, located at 1826 Dunn Avenue in Jacksonville,
Florida.

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted to document any perceived problems or successes
with the remedy that has been implemented to date. The interviews are summarized below. Appendix E
provides the complete interviews.

Kristi Hess: Ms. Hess works for Golder and Associates, Inc., a consulting firm retained by the

PRLS Group to conduct O&M activities at the site. She said that the remedy is protective of human
health and the environment and is functioning as designed. The 20-year O&M period has been
completed. Benzene and vinyl chloride in site groundwater are below the ACLs. Arsenic concentrations
are consistently above the MCL in SMW-18 and SMW-21; however, the concentrations appear to be
slowly decreasing. There have been no unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five
years.

Miranda McClure: Ms. McClure is the FDEP project manager for the site. She stated that the project has
had active remedial cleanup and it is currently in groundwater monitoring. She believes that the
monitoring is not adequate at the site because the PRP is not using the current MCLs for arsenic and
lead in groundwater. Therefore, to measure remedy effectiveness she has made recommendations to
revise the current monitoring plan for sampling point-of-compliance wells and modify the requirements
to reflect the current MCLs for arsenic and lead. Ms. McClure stated that FDEP would like to see the
site be placed in re-use.
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Data Review

The PRLS Group monitors groundwater to determine if the landfill remedy is limiting the infiltration of
waste to groundwater and to ensure groundwater is not migrating downgradient to Little Sixmile Creek.
The data review demonstrates that the groundwater remedy has achieved the ACLs for the two site
COCs (benzene and vinyl chloride). In addition, groundwater samples collected from the deep Rock
Aquifer wells and Hawthorne contact wells show that VOCs and inorganic contaminants have not been
reported in samples above the respective MCLs, demonstrating that vertical migration to these deeper
zones is not occurring. The landfill gas results continue to support that methane levels do not exceed the
combustible levels outside the landfill footprint. A more detailed summary of the data is provided
below.

Groundwater

The PRLS Group conducted groundwater sampling, as required by the ROD, for 20 years. The PRLS
Group sampled shallow wells in the Upper Sand Aquifer (designated as SMWs) and the deeper Rock
Aquifer (designated as DMWs) and Hawthorne contact wells (designated as HCWs). Up through 2017,
the PRLS Group sampled two upgradient well clusters in the surficial aquifer consisting of Upper Sand
and the deeper Rock Aquifer monitoring wells (SMW/DMW-1 and SMW/DMW-16) and one upgradient
shallow well (SMW-22). In addition, the PRPs sampled 11 Upper Sand Aquifer wells (SMWs), four
deeper Rock Aquifer wells (DMWs) and two Hawthorne contact wells (HCWs) at the site perimeter
(Figure 4). Groundwater sampling ended in June 2017 with subsequent sampling of two wells every
five years for arsenic. A copy of the historical laboratory analytical results is provided in Appendix H in
Table H-1. The 2020 analytical results for SWM-18 and SMW-21 are presented in Table H-2.

COC Data
Review of the groundwater data since the previous FYR shows that the two groundwater COCs
(benzene and vinyl chloride) are below detection in all wells.

Other Monitored Contaminants

The 1993 Remedial Design Report required analysis of groundwater samples for other contaminants to
ensure contamination from landfill waste is not migrating to groundwater. Review of the groundwater
data since the previous FYR shows that most VOCs and inorganic compounds are below detection or
below the respective MCLs in the Rock Aquifer and Hawthorne contact wells with a few exceptions:

e Lead — Detected since 2010 fluctuating above and below the state and federal MCL of 15 pg/L
(Table 6).

e Arsenic — Detected consistently in monitoring wells SMW-10, SMW-18 and SMW-21 above the
MCL since 2010 (Table 7). The concentrations remain elevated, but the concentrations are lower
than observed in 2008 when the 2008 Evaluation of Arsenic in the Groundwater Surface Water
Interface was conducted demonstrating groundwater is not impacting surface water.*

These results indicate that the remedy is effectively limiting contaminant migration.

4 The 2008 study evaluated the arsenic concentrations in SMW-18 (270 ug/L) and SMW-21 (150 pg/L). The arsenic
concentrations at the groundwater/surface water interface did not exceed the ROD cleanup goal of 50 ng/L and there was no
apparent risk to the creek environment. Two of the 11 samples exceeded the current MCL of 10 pg/L, with dissolved
concentrations ranging from 15 pg/L to 23 pg/L, while the remaining groundwater/surface water interface samples were
below detection (< 10 pg/L).
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Figure 4: Monitoring Well Map
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Table 6: Lead Concentrations in Upper Sand Aquifer Well SMW-10 (ng/L)

Sample Date

Jul. | Jan. Jul. | Jan. | Aug. | Jan. | Aug. | Apr. | Nov. | Apr. | Mar. | Oct. Jun.

Well 2010 | 2011 | 2011 | 2012 | 2012 | 2013 | 2013 | 2014 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2016 | 2017
SMW-10 | 30 <3 17 11 240 <5 35 23 18 11 96 <3 100
Notes:
pg/L = micrograms per liter
< 5 =lead was not detected above the laboratory detection limit of 5 pug/L
Bold italic = exceeds the federal and state MCL of 15 pg/L.
Source: 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated Groundwater Monitoring Report, Pickettville Road Landfill Site.
Prepared by Golder Associates, Inc. October 2017.

Table 7: Arsenic Concentrations Detected in Upper Sand Aquifer Wells (ng/L)

Sample Date

Jul. | Jan. | Jul. | Jan. | Aug. | Jan. | Aug. | May | Nov. | Apr. [ Mar. | Oct. | Jun. | Feb.

Well 2010 | 2011 | 2011 | 2012 | 2012 | 2013 | 2013 | 2014 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2016 | 2017 | 2020

SMW-4 47 37 28 39 23 23 86 36 23 36 - - - NS

SMW-7R <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 16 <10 <10 <10 12 23 17 <10 NS

SMW-9 21 18 14 23 21 15 16 43 12 13 <10 <10 <10 NS

SMW-10 43 29 34 40 78 43 33 35 38 31 39 33 47 NS

SMW-18 160 240 260 300 250 240 230 200 190 190 200 120 160 170

SMW-21 130 120 110 130 130 130 130 120 120 120 120 110 110 100
Notes:

pg/L = micrograms per liter

< 5 = arsenic was not detected above the laboratory detection limit of 10 pg/L

Bold italic = value exceeds the current federal and state MCL of 10 pg/L.

NS — well no longer sampled.

- = well inaccessible for sampling.

Source: 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated Groundwater Monitoring Report, Pickettville Road Landfill Site.
Prepared by Golder Associates, Inc. October 2017.

Landfill Gas

The gas collection trench extends along the landfill perimeter, except for the side next to Little Sixmile
Creek. The gas monitoring system consists of 41 gas probes (GP-1 to GP-43; based on field conditions,
GP-17 and GP-21 were not installed) (Figure 4). The PRLS Group installed probes about every 200 feet
outside the trench, and every 400 feet inside the trench (Figure 5). The PRLS Group conducts landfill
gas monitoring on a semi-annual basis. During these events, the PRLS Group samples gas probes for
methane and inspects the landfill area for evidence of gas seepage, such as stressed vegetation, cracks in
the surface layer and unusual odors. A review of the four gas probe sampling events that occurred
between March 2015 and April 2017 indicates that the system is functioning as designed. The gas
probes exceeding lower explosive limit (LEL) of 5% for methane predominantly occur inside the gas
collection trench while probes outside the gas collection trench were generally below the action level of
5% for methane. Several probes located outside the trench exceed the LEL for methane but there were
no consistent exceedances in the same probes. Overall, the methane monitoring shows that methane gas
is not migrating from the landfill however, methane monitoring should continue until the outer probes
remain below the LEL.
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Site Inspection

The site inspection took place on 10/20/2020. Participants included EPA RPM Scott Martin, the PRPs
contractor representatives Don Miller and Kristi Hess with Golder Associates, Inc., and

Claire Marcussen from EPA FYR support contractor Skeo. The purpose of the inspection was to assess
the protectiveness of the remedy. The site inspection checklist and photographs are provided in
Appendix F and Appendix G, respectively.

Participants met at the gated access road off Pickettville Road at the northeast corner of the site.

The road was in good condition. Participants viewed the landfill cap that was recently mowed, and the
cap was completely covered with thick grass. No trees or shrubs were observed on the landfill.
Monitoring wells along the perimeter of the landfill were labelled and most were locked. A lock on one
well was missing however the well is located within the secured site area. The lock will be replaced as
part of the routine O&M activities. The passive landfill gas vents were observed to be in good condition.
The drainage ditches and ponds were well maintained and clear of debris. Warning signs occur about
every 50 feet along the chain-link perimeter fence. The fence was in good condition and any damage
that has occurred as observed in the monitoring reports is repaired as part of the routine O&M activities.
The main entrance gate sign was damaged and no longer legible and will be replaced as part of the
routine O&M activities. The EPA explained that discussions have taken place about future use of the
site for recreational purposes or for creating solar energy through solar panel arrays. However, no
definitive plans have been made at this time.

On October 14, 2020, contractor staff contacted the designated site’s information repository at the
Highlands Branch Public Library, located at 1826 Dunn Avenue, Jacksonville, Florida. Discussions with
the librarian indicated they do not have any government collections at the branch and indicated that they
are located at the main branch in downtown Jacksonville.
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Figure 5: Landfill Gas Probe Locations
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V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Question A Summary:

Yes. The remedy appears to be functioning to address the two groundwater COCs, benzene and vinyl
chloride. ACLs have been achieved in all monitoring wells. The 1990 ROD included the installation of
three deep Floridan Aquifer monitoring wells to determine the vertical extent of groundwater
contamination. According to the site’s 1993 Final Remedial Design Report, groundwater monitoring of
the Floridan Aquifer was not included because of the extensive thickness of the low-permeability
Hawthorne Group (Upper Confining Unit) as well as the significant upward gradient from the Floridan
Aquifer System. Removing the remedy component of installing three deep Floridan Aquifer monitoring
wells may need to be included in a decision document.

Arsenic is not a COC but was consistently above its MCL (10 pg/L) in more than one Upper Sand
Aquifer well during the previous five years. Institutional controls are in place that restrict the use of site
groundwater from the Upper Sand Aquifer. These controls also restrict the use of the site for
residential, commercial or industrial purposes (unless allowed by the Consent Decree) and restrict
disturbance of remedy components. The institutional controls in place may be too restrictive for future
site uses as long as the remedy components are not compromised.

The landfill cover, stormwater management and gas control systems are regularly maintained. The site is
surrounded by fencing to prevent unauthorized access. In September 2019, an inspection was conducted
after Hurricane Dorian crossed the area. Several landfill gas probes were damaged and repaired. In
February 2020, a portion of the fence was damaged near monitoring well SWM-8 and a tree damaged
the fence near SWM-19. Repairs are conducted as part of routine O&M activities. The monitoring wells
remain in good condition and no erosion has been documented in site inspection reports. During this
FYR site inspection, the access controls were found to be in good condition.

Restoration of Little Sixmile Creek is complete. A final ecological study indicated no ecological impacts
from the site and that further restoration was not necessary.

QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time
of the remedy selection still valid?

Question B Summary:

Yes. The 1990 ROD cleanup goals for groundwater COCs benzene and vinyl chloride were based on
ACLs rather than Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The ACLs were
based on the detection limit for these two compounds and a dilution factor derived from the groundwater
velocity and creek flow rate. There were no changes to these factors used in calculating the ACLs since
the ROD. The ACLs were set such that the migration of contaminants from the landfill at or below the
ACLs will be protective of surface water quality at the point of discharge. The data review shows that,
over the past five years, concentrations of several inorganic contaminants exceed the MCLs in the
Upper Sand Aquifer but are below MCLs in the deep Rock Aquifer wells and Hawthorne contact wells,
and restrictions are in place that prevent exposure to site groundwater. Several landfill gas probes
located outside the trench exceed the LEL for methane but there were no consistent exceedances in the
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same probes. Overall, the methane monitoring shows that methane gas is not migrating from the landfill
however, methane monitoring should continue until all the outer probes remain consistently below the
LEL. In addition, the PRLS Group has demonstrated that discharge of groundwater to

Little Sixmile Creek does not impact the creek.

When remedial plans were developed for the site, vapor intrusion (the migration of vapors from
contaminated groundwater to the ground surface) was not considered. As more information on vapor
intrusion has become available, the EPA has developed guidance for evaluating this exposure pathway
when groundwater is contaminated with VOCs. The vapor intrusion pathway currently does not pose a
significant risk at the site because there are no occupied buildings, groundwater contamination is
contained on-site, the site is located in a groundwater delineated area and groundwater is not being used
as a drinking water source. Restrictions in place prevent the construction of buildings that would disturb
the remedial components. VOCs in the Upper Sand Aquifer have declined over time. Most VOCs are
below detection, but there are low-level detections of four VOCs in SMW-10, SMW-17, SMW-18,
SMW-19, SMW-20 and SMW-21. Due to the presence of a home on the western border of the site,
albeit upgradient of the landfill, a conservative screening-level vapor intrusion evaluation was conducted
using the most current VOC groundwater data. The results demonstrate that this exposure pathway does
not pose a health concern (Appendix I).

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness
of the remedy?

No.

VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues/Recommendations

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the FYR:
OU-1
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OTHER FINDINGS

This recommendation does not affect current and/or future protectiveness.
e [Evaluate the status of the O&M Plan and sampling frequency.

VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination:
Protective

Protectiveness Statement:
The site’s remedy protects human health and the environment because waste material has been
excavated from Little Sixmile Creek and residual contamination is contained beneath a landfill cover

system. In addition, restrictions are in place to prevent groundwater use and future land uses that could
damage the remedial components.

VIII. NEXT REVIEW

The next FYR Report for the Pickettville Road Landfill Superfund Site is required five years from the
completion date of this review.
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APPENDIX B — CURRENT SITE STATUS

Environmental Indicators

- Current human exposures at the site are under control.
- Current groundwater migration is under control.

Are Necessary Institutional Controls in Place?

X] All[_] Some [ ] None

Has the EPA Designated the Site as Sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use?

Xl Yes [ ] No

Has the Site Been Put into Reuse?

[ ]Yes [X] No
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APPENDIX C - SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table C-1: Site Chronology

Event

Date

The Duval County Department of Health and Welfare conducted Site inspections

1975 and 1976

The EPA completed a preliminary assessment at the Site

March 1, 1980

The EPA completed a Site investigation at the Site

May 1, 1980

The EPA discovered contamination at the Site

June 1, 1981

The EPA proposed the Site for listing on the NPL

December 30, 1982

The EPA finalized the Site’s listing on the NPL

September 8, 1983

PRPs began the RI/FS

September 30, 1984

The EPA and PRPs entered into an Administrative Order on Consent to complete the
RI/FS

February 10, 1986

PRPs completed the RI/FS

March 5, 1990

The EPA revised the FS Report and performed a Site-specific risk assessment

June 8, 1990

The EPA signed the Site’s ROD

September 28, 1990

The EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to the PRPs to complete the remedial
design and remedial action

June 28, 1991

The PRPs initiated phase I of the remedial design

February 6, 1992

PRPs completed the remedial design and initiated the remedial action for phase I; PRPs
initiated the remedial design for phase Il

April 23, 1992

The EPA and PRPs entered into a Consent Decree to complete the Site remedial action

April 24, 1992

PRPs completed the remedial action for phase I

July 1, 1993

PRPs filed institutional control documents for the easement and Site property

July 29, 1993

PRPs completed the remedial design for phase II and initiated the remedial action for
phase II

September 3, 1993

The EPA signed the ESD to change the landfill cover system from a clay barrier layer to a

GCL

March 21, 1996

PRPs completed the remedial action for phase II

July 14, 1997

The EPA and PRPs enter into a Consent Decree requiring the PRPs to reimburse remedial
action costs to the EPA

September 24, 1998

The EPA completed the Site’s first FYR Report

September 29, 1999

PRPs completed a focused FS

April 9, 2003

The EPA completed the Site’s second FYR Report

January 31, 2006

PRPs completed supplemental groundwater and surface water investigations

September 1, 2008

The EPA issued the Site’s PCOR

September 24, 2008

The EPA completed the Site’s third FYR Report

February 23, 2011

The EPA completed the Site’s fourth FYR Report

February 24, 2016

PRP completed the final Consent Decree-mandated Groundwater Monitoring Report

October 4, 2017
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APPENDIX D — PRESS NOTICE

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4

; n  Announces the Fifth Five-Year Review for
‘\_" tho Pickettville Road Landfill Superfund Site,
: : : Jacksonville, Duval County, FL

Purpose/Objective: The EPA is conducting 2 Five-Year Review of the remedy for the Pickettville Road Landfill Superfund
site (the Site) in Jacksonville, FL. The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to make sure the selected cleanup actions
effectively protect human health and the envi :

Site Background: The 52-acre area is located 5 miles northwest of downtown Jacksonville. In the 1940s, borrow pit

ions for sand and Jimited disposal activities began at the site property. During this time, disposal wastes incl

waste oil, lead-acid ba liquid waste, battery casings, light terpent sludge and pc}ych‘mﬁnated biphenyls. In 1068, the
city of Jacksonville leased the site property and started full-scale landfill operations. The andfill accepted all types of
waste. In 1971, municipal wastes were sent to other 1andfills and the landfill served as a hazardous waste disposal facility.
Routine inspections by Duval County’s Department of Health and Welfare in 1975 and 1976 identified inadequate waste
disposal and maintenance practices. erations ceased in July 1977. Thie EPA sampled groundwater, surface water,
soil and leachate, and identified metals and VO ile organic compounds in soil and groundwater. The EPA fisted the Site on
the Superfund program’s National Priorities List in September 1 83.

Cleanup Actions: The EPA selectled, the final remedy to address contaminated soil and groundwater in the Site’s 1990

‘Record of Decision. It consisted of restricting site access, groundwater use and future site redevelopment; plugging and
abandoning water supply wells; extending the municipal water supply as an ternative drinking water source; installing
4 cover system; restoring Little Six-Mile Creek; and conducting operation and maintenance activities. All remedy
construction activities Finished in September 2008. Groundwater and landfill gas monitoring are ongoing.

Five-Year Review Schedule: The National Contingency Plan requires review of remedial actions that result in any
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remaining at 2 site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure every five years to ensure the protection of human health and the environment. The fifth of the
Five-Year Reviews for the Site will be completed by February 2021. When the Five-Year Review is completed, it will be
available online at: hittps:// wmwepa.govfsuperﬁlndf search—s\:perfmld-ﬁve-yeat-re\ﬁewa :

The EPA Invites Community Participation in the Five-Year Review Process: The EPA is conducting this Five-Year
Review to evaluate the effectiveness of the site remedy and to ensure that the remedy remains protective of human health
and the environment. AS part of the Five-Year Review process, EPA staff members are available to answer any questions
about the Site. Community members who have questions about the Site or the Five-Year Review process, of who would like
1o participate in a community interview, are asked to contact: :

Scott Martin, Remedial Project Manager . 1Tonya Spencer-Harvey, Community Involvement
Coordinator ’ ; . : ' i

Phone: (404) 562-8916 b y Phone: (404) 562-8463

Email: martin.scoti@epa.gov Email: spencer.latonya@_epagov

Mailing Address: . U.S. EPA Region 4, 61 Forsyth St. 8. W., Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

Additional informatioft is available at the Site’s document repository, the Highlands Regional Branch of the Jacksonville
Public Library. located at 1826 Dunn Avenue, Jackson® ille, Florida 32218 (consider contacting the library to confirm it 18

open), and online at hnps:f!www.epa.g_wfsuperfmdfpicketviﬁe-md-landﬁll.

Jy-0003319475-01
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APPENDIX E — INTERVIEW FORMS

PICKETTVILLE ROAD LANDFILIL. SUPERFUND SITE
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW FORM

Site Name: Pickettville Road Landfill

EPA ID: FLD980556351

Interviewer name: Interviewer affiliation:

Subject name: Kristi Hess Subject affiliation: Golder Associates Inc.

Subject contact information: klhess@golder.com

Interview date: 10/22/2020 Interview time: 2 pm

Interview location: Email Response

Interview format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Email Other:

Interview category: O&M Coniractor

1. What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse
activities (as appropriate)?

The landfill is in good condition. The 20-year O&M period specified in the ROD has been
completed. Maintenance has continued beyond the O&M period to include cap maintenance,
and maintenance of monitoring wells and the landfill gas system as needed, with no major
issues. No reuse of the site is currently planned.

2. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site?

The remedy is protective of human health and the environment and is functioning as
designed.

3. What are the findings from the monitoring data? What are the key trends in contaminant
levels that are being documented over time at the Site?

Benzene and vinyl chloride concentrations in site groundwater are below the Alternate
Cleanup Levels set forth in the ROD (115 prg/l). Arsenic concentrations are consistently
above the ROD-specified MCL of 50 g/ in groundwater samples from SMW-18 and SMTV-
21, however the concentrations appear to be slowly decreasing.

4. Isthere a continuous on-site Q&M presence? If so, please describe staff responsibilities and
activities. Alternatively, please describe staff responsibilities and the frequency of site
inspections and activities if there is not a continuous on-site O&M presence.

The site is a closed landfill, and there is not a continuous on-site O&M presence. O&M site

inspections prior to the end of the 20-year OM&M period (July 2017) were conducted semi-
annually. Since then the site is inspected annually.
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Have there been any significant changes in site O&M requirements, maintenance schedules
or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect the
protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts.

The 20-year OM&M period has ended, with the last CD-mandated OM&M event conducted
in June and July 2017 (site inspection and gas and groundwater monitoring). During the 20-
year OM&M period, O&M inspections, groundwater monitoring, and gas monitoring were
conducted semi-annually. In the October 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated
Groundwater Monitoring Report, Golder proposed to eliminate gas monitoring, conduct
groundwater monitoring for arsenic only at SMW-18 and SMW-21 every five years (one year
ahead of the five-year review due date), and to conduct O&M inspections annually. The
reduction in monitoring will not affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy.

Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the Site since start-up or in the last
five years? If so, please provide details.

There have been no unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years.

Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M activities or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and any resulting or desired cost savings or improved efficiencies.

Reduction in OM&M activities and frequency as detailed below would result in cost savings:
e Flimination of gas monitoring
*  Reduce groundwater monitoring from semi-annual to every five years (ahead of the
five-year review due date) and limit sampling to SMW-18 and SMW-21 with analysis
of arsenic only.
e Reduce O&M inspections from semi-annual to annual

Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding O&M activities and
schedules at the Site?

As proposed in the October 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated Groundwater
Monitoring Report, Golder recommends eliminating gas monitoring, conducting
groundwater monitoring for arsentc only at SMW-18 and SMW-21 every five years (one year

ahead of the five-year review due date), and conducting O&M inspections annuaily.

Do you consent to have your name included along with your responses to this questionnaire
in the FYR report?

Yes.
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PICKETTVILLE ROAD LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW FORM

Site Name: Pickettville Road landfill

EPA ID: FLD980556351

Interviewer name: Self

Interviewer affiliation: FDEP

Subject name: Miranda McClure

Subject affiliation: FDEP

Subject contact information: Miranda.McClure@floridadep.gov

Interview date: 11/1/2020

Interview time:

Interview location:

Interview format (circle one): In Person

Phone Mail Email

Other:

Interview category: State Agency

1.

What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities
(as appropriate)?

The project has had active remedial cleanup and it is currently in groundwater monitoring.

FDEP does not believe EPA is adequately monitoring the Site, however, because they are not
addressing the ARARs by not using the current MCLs for arsenic and lead in groundwater and
therefore long-term cleanup measurements are unknown. Furthermore, the property is currently not
being reused and is vacant. It would be more beneficial to the community and property values if
there could be some reuse plan for the property.

What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site?

The remedy cannot be determined effective long-term if there is not long-term protectiveness.

The requirements for measuring effectiveness are not being maintained. The current monitoring plan
should include FDEP’s recommendations for sampling point-of-compliance wells (as stated in the
ROD) and should modify the requirements to reflect the current MCLs/GCTLs for arsenic and lead
so that delineation of the groundwater and monitoring is effectively done (see responses to question
8). The last FYR cites the ROD stating the MCLS are ARARs for the Site and therefore should be
implemented and maintained.

Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding Site-related environmental issues or
remedial activities from residents in the past five years?
No

Has your office conducted any Site-related activities or communications in the past five years? If so,
please describe the purpose and results of these activities.

My office has not conducted any Site related activities; however, communications have occurred
regarding recommendations and reviews on groundwater monitoring events.

Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site’s remedy?
Yes, the current groundwater level for arsenic should be reflected as 0.01 mg/L and lead should be
reflected as 0.015 mg/L.

Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? Yes

If not, what are the associated outstanding issues?
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7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site?
No

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or
operation of the Site’s remedy?
Yes; in 2018, FDEP gave EPA review comments regarding review of the 2017 Semi-Annual
groundwater monitoring report and had the following comments:
1. Arsenic concentrations have consistently been above the Groundwater Cleanup
Target Levels (GCTLs) in SMW-4. FDEP recommended SMW-4 be replaced with
another monitoring well in the same location.
2. Lead and arsenic have consistently been above the GCTLs for SMW-10. Monitoring
should continue for lead and arsenic for SMW-10.
3. Arsenic concentrations in the groundwater samples collected from SMW-18 and
SMW-21 have shown a stable trend since 2008, however, the levels are still above the
GCTL of 0.01 mg/L.
4. Based on historical groundwater analytical data, we recommend that annual
monitoring be continued at the point-of-compliance wells, SMW-4R, SMW-7R, SMW-
9, SMW-10, SMW-18, SMW-21 (as stated in the ROD).

EPA’s response was that the NAM plan is based on the 1990°s ARAR and GCTL/MCLs and
therefore the current levels don’t need to be adhered to. These need to be revised and reviSited to
reflect the current arsenic and lead levels (0.01 mg/L and 0.015 mg/L respectively). Based on the
current MCLs and GCTLs, the above recommendations should be considered for the NAM plan.

9. Do you consent to have your name included along with your responses to this questionnaire in the
FYR report?
Yes



APPENDIX F — SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site Name: Pickettville Road Landfill

Date of Inspection: October 20, 2020

Location and Region: Jacksonville, FL/EPA Region

4

EPA ID: FLD980556351

Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year

Review: EPA Region 4

Weather/Temperature: Cloudy/rain, 82 degrees F

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
X] Landfill cover/containment
IX] Access controls
X Institutional controls
[] Ground water pump and treatment
[] Surface water collection and treatment
] Other:

X] Monitored natural attenuation
[] Ground water containment
[] Vertical barrier walls

Attachments: [ ] Inspection team roster attached

[ ] Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply)

1. O&M Site Manager

Name Title Date
Interviewed [ ] at Site [_] at office [_] by phone Phone:
Problems, suggestions [_] Report attached:
2. O&M Staff Kristi Hess, P.G. Senior Geologist 10/22/2020
Name Title Date
Interviewed [ ] at Site [ ] at office [_] by phone Phone:
Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:
3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency

response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact
Name

Title

Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:

Agency Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Contact  Miranda McClure
Name

Project
Manager

Title

Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:

Agency
Contact
Name

Title

Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:

Agency
Contact
Name

Title

Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:

Agency
Contact
Name

Title

Problems/suggestions [ ] Report attached:

Date Phone No.
11/01/2020

Date Phone No.
Date Phone No.
Date Phone No.
Date Phone No.
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4. Other Interviews (optional) [ | Report attached:
II1I. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED (check all that apply)

I. O&M Documents
] O&M manual X Readily available X Up to date LIN/A
[] As-built drawings [ ] Readily available [] Up to date X N/A
] Maintenance logs IX] Readily available IX] Up to date LIN/A
Remarks:

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan X Readily available [X] Uptodate [ ]N/A
[X] Contingency plan/emergency response plan  [X] Readily available [ Up to date [ N/A
Remarks:

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [XIN/A
Remarks:

4. Permits and Service Agreements
] Air discharge permit [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [XIN/A
] Effluent discharge [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
] Waste disposal, POTW [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
[] Other permits: [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [XIN/A
Remarks:

5. Gas Generation Records [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
Remarks:

6. Settlement Monument Records [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
Remarks:

7. Ground Water Monitoring Records X Readily available [X] Uptodate [ | N/A
Remarks:

8. Leachate Extraction Records [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
Remarks:

9. Discharge Compliance Records
[]Air [] Readily available ] Up to date X N/A
] Water (effluent) [] Readily available ] Up to date X N/A
Remarks:

10. Daily Access/Security Logs [] Readily available [ ] Uptodate [X]N/A
Remarks:

IV. O&M COSTS

I. O&M Organization
[ ] State in-house [ ] Contractor for state
] PRP in-house X Contractor for PRP
[] Federal facility in-house ] Contractor for Federal facility

2. O&M Cost Records

[] Readily available
[] Funding mechanism/agreement in place

X Up to date
[ ] Unavailable

Original O&M cost estimate: [] Breakdown attached
Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From: 08/01/2014
Date

To: 07/31/2015
Date

From: 08/01/2015
Date

To: 07/31/2016
Date

From: 08/01/2016
Date

To: 07/31/2017
Date

$75.000
Total cost

[ ] Breakdown attached

[ ] Breakdown attached

[ ] Breakdown attached
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From: 08/01/2017 To: 07/31/2018 $26.000 [] Breakdown attached

Date Date Total cost
From: 08/01/2018 To: 07/31/2019 $9.000 [] Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period
Describe costs and reasons:
V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [X] Applicable [ ] N/A
A. Fencing
1. Fencing Damaged [ ] Location shown on Site map  [X] Gates secured [ | N/A
Remarks:

B. Other Access Restrictions

1.

Signs and Other Security Measures [] Location shown on Site map  [_| N/A
Remarks: Warning signs with Site contact information are located about every 50 feet along the
perimeter fence and on the entry gate. Most signs in the shade are legible but the sign on the entrance
was damaged and illegible and will be replaced as part of the ongoing O&M activities.

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1.

Implementation and Enforcement

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented [JYes X No[]JNA
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced [1Yes [X] No [ ]N/A
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by):

Frequency:

Responsible party/agency:

Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up to date [lYes [INo [IN/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency [1Yes [INo [INA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met [1Yes []No [IN/A
Violations have been reported [1Yes [INo [IN/A
Other problems or suggestions: [_] Report attached

Adequacy X] ICs are adequate ] ICs are inadequate CIN/A
Remarks: Institutional controls in place prevent any construction or access to the Site that would results in
the creation of an exposure pathway,

D. General

1.

Vandalism/Trespassing [ | Location shown on Site map ~ [X] No vandalism evident
Remarks:

Land Use Changes On Site X N/A
Remarks:

Land Use Changes Off Site XIN/A
Remarks:

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads X Applicable [ ] N/A

1.

Roads Damaged [] Location shown on Site map  [X] Roads adequate LIN/A
Remarks:

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks: The Site cover was recently mowed and appeared in good condtion.

VII. LANDFILL COVERS X] Applicable [ | N/A
A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (low spots) [] Location shown on Site map X Settlement not evident
Arial extent: Depth:
Remarks:

2. Cracks [] Location shown on Site map X Cracking not evident
Lengths: Widths: Depths:
Remarks:

3. Erosion [ ] Location shown on Site map Izl Erosion not evident
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Arial extent: Depth:
Remarks:
4. Holes [] Location shown on Site map X Holes not evident
Arial extent: Depth:
Remarks:
5. Vegetative Cover X Grass X Cover properly established
X No signs of stress [] Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks:
6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete) X N/A
Remarks:
7. Bulges [] Location shown on Site map X Bulges not evident
Arial extent: Height:
Remarks:
8. Wet Areas/Water Damage  [X] Wet areas/water damage not evident
[ ] Wet areas [ ] Location shown on Site map  Arial extent:
[ ] Ponding [] Location shown on Site map  Arial extent:
] Seeps [ ] Location shown on Site map  Arial extent:
[] Soft subgrade [ ] Location shown on Site map  Arial extent:
Remarks:
9. Slope Instability ] Slides [] Location shown on Site map
X No evidence of slope instability
Arial extent:
Remarks:
B. Benches ] Applicable  [X] N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.)
C. Letdown Channels X] Applicable  [] N/A

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill

cover without creating erosion gullies.)

Settlement (Low spots) [] Location shown on Site map
Arial extent:

X] No evidence of settlement
Depth:

Remarks:

2. Material Degradation [] Location shown on Site map X No evidence of degradation
Material type: Arial extent:
Remarks:

3. Erosion [] Location shown on Site map X] No evidence of erosion
Arial extent: Depth:
Remarks:

4, Undercutting [] Location shown on Site map X] No evidence of undercutting
Arial extent: Depth:
Remarks:

5. Obstructions Type: X] No obstructions
[] Location shown on Site map Arial extent:
Size:
Remarks:

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:
X No evidence of excessive growth
[] Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
[] Location shown on Site map Arial extent:
Remarks:

D. Cover Penetrations Xl Applicable [ ] N/A

1. Gas Vents ] Active [X] Passive
X Properly secured/locked [X] Functioning ~ [] Routinely sampled ~ [X] Good condition
[ ] Evidence of leakage at penetration [ ] Needs maintenance [ | N/A
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Remarks:

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
X Properly secured/locked  [X] Functioning X Routinely sampled X Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance [ N/A
Remarks:
3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
] Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning [ ] Routinely sampled  [_] Good condition
] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance  [X] N/A
Remarks:
4. Extraction Wells Leachate
[] Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning  [] Routinely sampled [ ] Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance  [X] N/A
Remarks:
5. Settlement Monuments [] Located [] Routinely surveyed ~ [X] N/A
Remarks:
E. Gas Collection and Treatment ] Applicable XI N/A
F. Cover Drainage Layer ] Applicable  [X] N/A
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds ] Applicable XI N/A
H. Retaining Walls ] Applicable  [X] N/A
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge X Applicable [ ] N/A
1. Siltation [] Location shown on Site map X Siltation not evident
Area extent: Depth:
Remarks:
2. Vegetative Growth ] Location shown on Site map LIN/A
X Vegetation does not impede flow
Area extent: Type:
Remarks:
3. Erosion [ ] Location shown on Site map X Erosion not evident
Area extent: Depth:
Remarks:
4.  Discharge Structure X Functioning LIN/A
Remarks:
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS ] Applicable  [X] N/A
IX. GROUND WATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES [X] Applicable [ ] N/A
A. Ground Water Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines [] Applicable  [X] N/A
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines ] Applicable  [X] N/A
C. Treatment System [] Applicable [X] N/A
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data
X Is routinely submitted on time [] Is of acceptable quality

2. Monitoring Data Suggests:
X] Ground water plume is effectively contained [X] Contaminant concentrations are declining

E. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
] Properly secured/locked X Functioning ~ [X] Routinely sampled ~ [X] Good condition
X All required wells located [ ] Needs maintenance [ 1N/A

Remarks: Most wells were locked except one along the eastern boundary and the lock will be replaced
as part of the routine O&M activities at the Site.

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the Site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy
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Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions).

The selected remedy continues to function as designed. The capped portion of the Site remains functional,
institutional controls are in place to prevent use that would result in the creation of an exposure pathway
or disrupt the remedy in place.

Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

O&M at the Site remains adequate to maintain the vegetative cover and proper drainage. The monitoring
wells, gas vents and gas probes were all found to be in working condition. Any breaches in the fence or
animal burrows are addressed as needed during O&M insepctions.

Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised
in the future.

No potential remedy problems evident.

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
The volatile organic compounds have continued to decline, however, the reducing conditions under the
cap have been the likely cause of arsenic concentrations in several downgradient wells that exceed the
current MCL of 10 pg/L. Groundwater/surface water interface studies conducted in 2008 show that

arsenic is not reaching the creek.
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APPENDIX G - SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS
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APPENDIX H - DATA TABLES

Table H-1: Summary of Historical Laboratory Analytical Results of Select Wells

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMw-4

H-1

mcL  |Dilution Factor| 712772007 | 111212008 712712008 1/2012009| | 2% | 7128/2009| 112972010 | 172972010 | 712672010 | 1412011 | 712212011 | 112772012 | 8712012| 5 Do 1112012013 | U8 | 7726/2013 | 5772014 |11/11/2014| 41072015
COMPOUNDS sMCL(1)| Standard | sMw4 | sMwa | suwa | smwa | ' tTE| SMWA | SMWA | SMWA | SMWA | SMW4 | SwWh4 | swia | suwa bt sawa | TEECTE | S | SMW | sMwia | sMwa
(mgiL) (mgiL} (4) | (mgll) | (mgll) | (mg/l) | (mglL} | "oy | (M@} | (mgll) | (mgll) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgiL) | (mg/l) | (mg) | oo, ) (mail) || (mell) | (mgll) | (mglL) (mg/L)
METALS
Arsenic 0.05 8.00 0062 | 003 | 0063 | 0029 | 0032 | 0045 | 0026 | 0.023 | 0047 | 0037 | 0028 | 0039 | 0023 | 002 | 0023 | 0022 | 008 | 0036 | 0023 0036
Barium 200 160.00 016 | 045 | 0.1 042 | 042 | 045 | 043 | 043 | 012 | 01 042 | 042 | 043 | 043 | 043 | 042 | 0080 | 0071 | 014 0.12
Chromium 0.10 14.902 <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010
Lead 0.015 0.1488 0046 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0005 | <0.0050 | <0005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | D.00G3 | 0.0066 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.0050 | <D.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050
Mercury 0.002 000182 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002| <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 |=0.00020 | <0.00020 | =0.00020 | < 0.00020 F1
Nicke! 0.10 11.12 <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <D04 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <0.04 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040
Selenium 0.05 080 0016 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <D0i | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <00f | <0.010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010
OTHER
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-7/7R
.| Dilution , ‘ , , ‘ , , , . DUP , DUP
MCL | ot (772712008 |1/14/2008 | 712612009 | 1/268/2010 | 712712010 | 1/11/2011| 712172011 | 1/26/2012| 811/2012 |1/27/2013 | 7/23/2013 | 5i612014 | 11/10/2014| 4/5/2015 | 31822016 [1043/2016| (0 oo | 6152017 | oo o
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) | gt 1 | SMW-7R | SMW 7R | SMW.7R | SMW-7R | SMW.7R | SMW-7R | SMW.7R | SMW-7R | SMW.7R | SMW 7R | SMW 7R | SMW-7R | SMW.7R | SMW.7R | SMW7R | SMW.7R | ‘cnen®| SMWTR | Jowtn
(mgiL) (mglL (mg/l) | (mg/l) | (mgiL) | (mgll) | (mgil) | (m@/l) | (mg/l) | (mgil) | (mg/l) | (mg/l) | (mgil) | (mgiL) (mgil) | (mgil) | (mgil) | (mg/L) (mg/L) )
oL} (4) (mgiL) (mg/L)
METALS
Arsenic 005 800 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | 0016 | <0010 | <0.010 | <0010 | 0012 | 0023 | 0017 | 0012 <0010 <0.010
Barium 200 | 16000 | 0031 | 0026 | 0021 | 0024 | 0011 | 0013 | 0014 | 0011 | 0045 | 0049 | 0032 | 0025 | 0045 | 0037 | 0033 | 0052 | 00%% 0.020 0.022
Chromium 040 | 14992 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <0010 | <0.010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 <0.010
Lead 0015 | 01488 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0.0050 | 0.0056 | <00050 | <0.0050 | 00056 | <00050 | <00050 | <00050 | <00O050
Mercury 0002 | 0.00192 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 |<0.00020| <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <(0.00020| < 0.00020| <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020
Nickel 010 | 1142 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <0.040 | <0.040 | <0040 | <0.040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 <0.040
Selenium 005 0.80 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <0.01 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <00f0 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 <0.010
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS
MONITORING WELL SMW.-9
, Dilution , , , i oo . , o o |, up [, ,
MCL Factor | 7/31/2008 | 1/14/2009 | 7/25/2009 | 1/24/2010 | 7/26/2010| 1/11/2011| T120/2011| 1/27/2012 | 8162012 | 1126/2013 | 8172013 | 4302014 oo 1497672014 | oo 1411072015 3812016 | 1011212016 | 652017
COMPOUNDS SMCL(1) | geoty | SMW- | SMW-9 | SMW-9 | SMW- | SMW- | SMW-3 | SMW-S | SMW-9 | SMW.9 | SMW-9 | SMW-9 | smw-a g Sl swma | To | SMW9 | SMWS | SMWO | SMW-9
(mgiL) (mgiL (mg/L) | (mglL) | (mg/l) | (mg/L) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mglL) | (mgl) | (mgL) | (mgl) | (mglL) | (mg) A (mgiL) (mglL) | (mgl) | (mglL) (mgiL)
oL (4 (mgiL) (mgiL)
METALS
Arsenic 005 8.00 0035 | 0022 | 003 | 0012 | 0021 | 0018 | 0014 | 0022 | 0021 | 0015 | 0016 | <0010 | 0043 | 0012 | <0010 | 0013 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010
Barium 200 160.00 0.97 11 083 | 037 1.1 098 0.94 099 | 081 1 0.86 065 | 0071 | 078 056 | 096 0.85 041 0.59
Chromium 0.10 14992 | <0010 | <0010 | <0.010 | <0.010 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <0.01 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | =0010
Lead 0015 01488 | <0005 | <0005 | <0.005 | <0.005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0.005 | <0005 | 0014 | <0005 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0050 | <0.0050 | <00050 | <00050
Mercury 0.002 0.00192 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020 | < 0.00020 | < 0.00020 | < 0.00020| = 0.00020| =0.00020 | = 0.00020
Nickel 0.10 11.12 <004 | <004 | <004 | <004 | <0.04 | <004 | <0.04 | <004 | <004 | <0.04 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040
Selenium 005 0.80 <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <001 | <0.01 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010




SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-10

MCL/ [::I:;Ig:' 7/25/2008 | 1/14/2009 | 7/25/2009 | 1/24/2010 | 7/25/2010 | 1/11/2011 | 7/19/2011 | 1/24/2012 | 8/6/2012 | 1/26/2013 | 8/7/2013 4/30/2014 11/52014 | 4/2/2015 3/3/2016 10/4/2016 6/5/2017
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) standard SMW-10 | SMW-10 [ SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 SMW-10 SMW-10 | SMW-10 SMW-10 SMW-10 SMW-10
(mgiL) (ML) (4) (mgiL) | (mgil) | (mgid) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgil) | (mgil} | (mgil) (mgl) (mgil) (mgiL) (mgiL)) (mgiL) (mgiL)
METALS
Arsenic 0.05 8.00 0.037 0.029 0.035 0.034 0043 0.029 0.034 0.04 0.078 0.043 0033 0.035 0.038 0.031 0.039 0.033 0.047
Barium 200 160.00 013 0.16 015 013 o 014 015 0.14 0.088 013 015 018 017 019 018 016 012
Chromium 010 14.992 <0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 <0.01 <0010 | <0010 | =0.010 =0.010 <0010 =0.010 =0.010
Lead 0.015 01438 0.0059 0015 | =0.0050 | <0.0050 0.03 =00050 | 0.017 0.01 024 =0.005 0.035 0.023 008 0.1 0.096 =0.0050 010
Mercury 0.002 0.00192 =0.0002 | <0.0002 | =0.0002 | <0.0002 | =0.0002 | <0.0002 | =0.0002 | =0.0002 | <0.0002 | =0.0002 |=0.00020| <0.00020 |=0.00020 | <0.00020 | =0.00020 | <0.00020 [ =0.00020
Nickel 010 1112 <0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 <0.04 <0040 | =0040 | =0.040 = 0.040 = 0.040 =0.040 = 0.040
Selenium 0.05 0.80 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 =0.01 <0.01 =0.01 =0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0010 | =0010 | =0.010 = 0.010 =0.010 =0.010 <0.010
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-10
MCL/ [I)leal::ttlgr 7/25/2008 [ 1/14/2009 | 7/25/2009 | 1/24/2010 | 7/25/2010 | 1/11/2010 | 7/19/2011 | 1/24/2012 | 8/6/2012 | 1/26/2013| 8/T/2013 |4/30/2014| 11/5/2014 | 42/2015 3132016 10/4/2016 6/5/2017
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) standard SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 [ SMW-10 | SWM-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SWM-10 | SMW-10 | SWM-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 | SMW-10 SMW-10 SMW-10 SMW-10
(ng/L) {glL) (4) (ugll) | (ng/L) (ugiL) (wgll) | (ugll) | (o) | (poll) | (uoll) | (woll) | (ng'l) | (wgil) (ugll) | (ngil) (ng'L) (ng'L) (ng/'L) (ugiL)
VOLATILE COMPOUNDS
Chloromethane NA (2) 1105/ - =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =40 =40 =1.0 =10 =40 =40
Bromomethane NA NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =50 =50 =5.0 =50 =50 =50
Vinyl Chloride 1(115) (3) NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Chloroethane NA NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10 <10 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50
Methylene Chloride NA 889/ — <50 <50 =50 =50 =5.0 =5.0 =50 =50 =50 <50 =50 =50 =50 =5.0 =50 =10 =10
Acetone NA NA <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 =25 =20 =20 =10 =10 =20 =20
Carbon Disulfide NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
1.1-Dichloroethene T 1111120 48 58 ] 55 56 54 59 46 16 42 6.3 57 71 41 44 57 52
1,1-Dichloroethane NA NA 19 21 18 18 16 14 14 12 6.7 13 13 13 13 8.6 8.1 10 91
1.2-Dichloroethene (total) T0 NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =20 =20 =20 =20 =20 =20
Chloroform 100 1105/ - =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
1.2-Dichloroethane 5 NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
2-Butanone NA NA =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10
1.1,1-Trichloroethane 200 496000 =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Carbon Tetrachloride 5 49/430 =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Bromodichloromethane 100 53— =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 =10 <10 =10 =1.0 =10
1.2-Dichloropropane 5 NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
cis-1,3-Dichloropropens NA NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Trichloroethene 5 5271480 =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Dibromochloromethane NA 66 =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =1.0 =10
1.1.2-Trichloroethane 5 NA =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10
Benzene 1(115) (3) 139 =10 =10 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10




SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS
MONITORING WELL SMW-17

MCL/ [::IIaL::‘LIL;):'I 7129/2008 | 1/12/2009 | 7/26/2009| 7/28/2010 | 111/2011 { 7/21/2011 | 1/25/2012 | 7/31/2012 | 1V27/2013 | 77232013 | 51/2014 | 11/3/2014 | 48,2015 | 3122016 3{1[2);')016 10/10/2016 7120117 SMW
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) Standard SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-1T | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 | SMW-17 SWM-AT SMWAT | A7 {ugll)
(ng/L) (gL (4) (ugiL) (ugiL) (wgll) | (pgll) | (pgil} | (uo'l} | (wgll) | (wgl) | (pgl) (ugiL) (ngiL) (ugiL) (ngiL) (ugiL) (wg'l) (ngrL)
VOLATILE COMPOUNDS
Chloromethane NA (2) 1105/ — =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <40 =40 =1.0 =10 =10 =40 =40
Bromomethane NA NA =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 <50 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50 <50
Vinyl Chloride 1(115)(3) NA =1.0 1.0 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 16 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Chloroethane NA NA =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50 =50
Methylene Chioride NA 889/ — <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 =50 <50 =50 =10 =10
Acetone NA NA =25 =25 =25 =25 =25 =25 <25 28 <25 =25 <20 =20 15 16 22 =20 32
Carbon Disulfide NA NA NA NA NA NA MNA MNA NA NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
1,1-Dichloroethene 7 1141120 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10
1,1-Dichloroethane NA NA =1.0 54 =10 55 4 =10 a3 =10 32 =10 =10 29 1.7 =10 =10 =10 =10
1.2-Dichloroethene (total) 70 NA =1.0 =10 13 28 19 1 17 =10 16.0 43 =20 19 1.0 45 34 5.9 =20
Chioroform 100 1105/ — =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
1.2-Dichloroethane 5 NA =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
2-Butanone NA NA =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 <10 =10 =10 =10 =10
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 496000 =1.0 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 <10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Carbon Tetrachloride 5 49/480 =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Bromodichloromethane 100 53/ - =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
1.2-Dichloropropane 5 NA =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Cis-1,3-Dichloropropene NA NA =1.0 =10 =10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 =10 <10 =1.0 <10 =10 =10 =10
Trichloroethene 5 5271480 =1.0 24 =1.0 25 18 18 13 =10 14 =10 =10 16 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Dibromochloromethane NA 66 =1.0 =10 =1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
1.1,2-Trichloroethane 5 NA =1.0 =10 =1.0 1.7 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10 12 <10 =10 =10 =1.0 =10 =10 =10 =10
Benzene 1(115) (3) 139 =1.0 51 29 63 46 =10 45 =10 34 =10 =10 32 19 =10 =10 =10 =10
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-18
MCL/ [;:”al':;grn Ti29/2008 | 1/20/2009 | 7/25/2009 | 1/24/2010| T/26/2010 | 1/11/2011 | 7/20/2011 | 1/25/2012 | 8/6/2012 | 1/25/2013 | 8/2/2013 4/30/2014 11/6/2014 | 432015  3/3/2016 | 10/13/2016 | 6/517
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) Standard SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18 [ SMW-18 | SMW-18 SMW-18 SMW-18 | SMW-18 SMW-18 | SMW-18 | SMW-18
(mgiL) (maiL) (4) (mgiL) | (mgil) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mgl) | (mglL) | (mgil) | (mgil) | (mgl) | (mgil) (mgl)  (mgl) | (mgll)  (mgil) (mgiL) (ng'L)

METALS
Arsenic 005 8.00 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.30 0.16 0.24 026 030 025 0.24 0.23 020 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.12 0.16
Barium 200 160.00 0.51 0.54 0.56 0.66 057 048 054 0.56 061 0.58 0.58 054 063 058 079 057 059
Chromium 0.10 14.992 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 <0.01 <0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0010 | =0.010 | <0010 =0.010 =0.010 =0.010 =0.010
Lead 0015 0.1488 =0.005 =0.005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0.005 =0.005 =0.005 | =0.005 0.015 <0005 | =0.0050 | <0.0050 | =0.0050 | =0.0050 | <00050 | =0.0050 | =0.0050
Mercury 0.002 0.00192 =0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 |=<0.00020 | <0.00020 | = 0.00020 | = 0.00020 | =<0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020
Nickel 0.10 11.12 <0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0.04 =0040 | =0.040 | <0040 =0.040 = 0.040 =0.040 = 0,040
Selenium 005 0.80 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 <0.01 <0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0010 | =0.010 | <0010 =0.010 =0.010 =0.010 =0.010




SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-21

MCL/  |Dilution Factor | 7/25/2008 | 1/20/2009 | 7/25/2009 | 1/24/2010 | 7/25/2010 | 1/25/2011 | 719/2011 | 1/252012 | 8/6/2012 | 1/26/2013 | 8/7/2013 | 4/29/2014| 11/5/2014 | 4/3/2015 | 3/3/2016 | 10/5/2016 | 6/5/2017
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1) | Standard | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.-21 | SMW.-21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW-21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.-21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21 | SMW.21
(mgiL) (mgiL) (4) (mgiL) (mgiL) (mgiL) (mgiL) (mgiL) (mgiL) (mgiL} (mgiL) (mgrL) (mgiL} | (mglL) | (mglL) (mgiL) (mg/L) (mgiL) (mgiL) (bgr'L)
METALS
Arsenic 0.05 8.00 015 013 0.14 015 013 012 0.11 013 0.13 013 013 0.12 012 0.12 012 011 0.11
Barium 2.00 160.00 042 05 046 039 043 043 042 043 037 041 037 0.38 044 0.40 037 0.39 035
Chromium 0.10 14.992 <001 <0.01 =001 <001 <001 =001 <0.01 <0.01 =001 <001 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010
Lead 0015 0.1488 <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | <0005 | 00066 | <0.005 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050 | <00050 | <0.0050 | <0.0050
Mercury 0.002 000192 <0.0002 | <0.0002 | =0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <00002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 |<0.00020 <0.00020| <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020 | <0.00020
Nickel 0.10 112 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 <004 <0.04 <0.04 <004 <0.04 =0.04 <004 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | <0040 | =0.040
Selenium 0.05 0.80 <001 <0.01 =001 <001 <001 =001 <0.01 <0.01 =001 <001 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010 | <0010
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULT!
MONITORING WELL SMW-22
MCL/ Dilution Factor | 1/1272008 | 7/27/2008 | 1/20/2009 | 7/28/2009 | 1/29/2010 | 7726/2010 | 1/11/2011 1’,1?:,"2:" 7/25/2011 | /2712012 | 8/7/2012 | 172972013 | 1/29/2013 ”2[9)3213 572014 | 11/4/2014 [4/10/2015|3/12/2016| 10/112/2016 | 6/872017 5.'!:,3;17
COMPOUNDS SMCL (1} Standard SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMw-22 SMW.-22 SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-2 SMW.22 SMW-22 | SMwW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 | SMW-22 SMW-22 SMW.22
mg) | oL@ | mgl) | ol | mgl) | (mgl) | mgl) | (mgL) | (o) | STEES | mat) | (mgl) | mg) | (mg) | ) | SO mgl) | (mgl) | (mg) | (o) | (mgll) | (mgl) gy
METALS
Arsenic 0.05 8.00 =0.01 <0.01 =0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 =<0.01 =<0.01 <0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.010 | =0.010 <0.010 =0.010 =0.010 | <0010 <0010 =0.010 =0.010
Barium 2.00 160.00 01 01 012 047 0.14 012 0.096 011 011 0.1 0.085 0.094 0.083 0.081 0.10 011 0.1 013 0.097 0.082 0.097
Chromium 0.10 14.992 0.029 <0.01 =001 1.1 0.94 023 <0.010 <0.010 0.023 0.086 0.085 0.086 <0010 | <0.010 0.060 0.015 <0.010 0.041 =0.010 =0.010 =0.010
Lead 0.015 0.1488 <(.005 <=0.005 <0.005 0.0058 0.0067 <0.005 <(0.005 <0.005 =0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0005 | =0.0050 | =0.0050 | <0.0050 =0.0050 | <00050| <0.0050| =0.0050 < 0.0050 = 0.0050
Mercury 0.002 0.00192 <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <0.0002 | <D.0002 <0.0002 | <0.0002 <0.0002 <0.0002 | =0.0002 <0.0002 | =0.0002 |<0.00020|<0.00020(<=0.00020 | =0.00020 |=0.00020|<=0.00020( <0.00020 <0.00020 | <0.00020
Mickel 0.10 1112 <0.04 <0.04 =0.04 <0.04 0082 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.076 <0.04 <0040 | =<0.040 <0.040 <0.040 <0.040 | <0.040 =0.040 =0.040 =0.040
Selenium 0.05 080 <0.01 =0.01 =001 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 =001 <0.01 =00 =001 =001 <001 =0010 | =0.010 =0.010 <0.010 <0010 | <0.010 <0010 <0.010 =0.010

Source: 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated Groundwater Monitoring Report, Pickettville Road Landfill Site. Prepared by Golder Associates, Inc. October 2017.
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Table H-2: Summary of 2020 Laboratory Analytical Results for SMW-18 and SMW-21

Workorder: J2002509 Pickettville Rd LF

Lab ID: J2002509001 Date Received: 02/20/20 16:56 Mairix: Water
Sample 1D: SMW-15 Drate Collected: 02/20/20 15:56
Sample Description: Location:
Adjusted Adjusted
Parameters Results Qual Units DF PaL MDL Analyzed Lak
METALS
Analysis Desc: E200.7 Analysis, Waters Preparation Method: EPA 200.7
Analytical Method: EPA 200.7
Arsenic 017 mglL 1 0.040 0.0090 272502020 1212 4
Lab ID: J2002509002 Date Received: 02/20/20 16:56  Maifrix: Water
Sample ID: SMW-21 Drate Collected: 0220020 14:11
Sample Description: Location:
Adjusted Adjusted
Parameters Results Qual  Units DF PQL MDL Analyzed Lab
METALS
Analysis Desc: E200.7 Analysis, Waters Preparation Method: EPA 2007
Analytical Method: EPA 200.7
Arsenic 0.10 mg/lL 1 0.040 0.0090 2/25/2020 12:23 J

Source: March 2020 Data Submittal. Pickettville Road Landfill Site. Prepared by Golder Associates, Inc. March

2020.



Table H-3: Landfill Gas Data 2015 - 2017

GAS PROBE SURVEY SUMMARY FORM

SITE DESCRIPTION:
Site Name: Pickatville Landil Date _3/?()/:‘ 3
Project Mumber, §33-2623-6.0402 Timae On-Site: __{ (IO
Location Jacksonville, FL. Time Off-Site:
[ Fresswie | Meinans &as Gas | Fressuie | Mehans Gis
Measurement | Measwrement Comments C
[in Hal {%LELY 1
) ﬁ 160
}‘) ] ?‘) ¢
X abandoned
0 Il L |
hi] ) Tiph |
0 0 X ndonad
i fil 1
0 1] Yin
7] g 4] X |abandoned
0 h )
0O [ Y
0 4 = Deraal consss
v il &
[3) ja )
&) La) )
[&) el s
= - Tntal Eeiok 20z,
5 5 7
- ~ Vorsal  Crisf 20
- - Pogsaf Lyl 2l
- — Zgesnl T X Does not exist
D q7 X [Daas not exist
X X Jabandoned X |Does not exist
Instrument allbration: 1
Make: _,L.mﬂm. — Calibration Gas (%LEL):
Modal: __{~gan Lo Pra-Survey Asading: _ s 4
Senal Number: Post-Survey Reading: 200/
GAS PROBE SURVEY SUMMARY FORM
SITE DESCRIPTION:
Site Name: Picketville Landil Date Performee: __ /25 /1,
Project Numbar: 993-2623-Y17.0402 Time On-Site: _} §00
Location Jacksonville, FL Time Off-Site: _[1# 3y
Summary Table
[Gas | Fressare | Wathane Gas Gas | Pressure | Methane Gas
Probe | Measurement | Measurement Comments Probe | M [t C
D (in Hg) [SLEL) D (in Hg) (
GP-1 () &) GP-24 ] [T
GP-2 o) o] GP-25 7] 0
GP-3 D 0 GP-26 X X abandoned
GP-4 D 0O GP-27 3 0
GP-§ ) I oP2s| (.0 ZI0 |
GP-6 hawi= 2[00 GP-29 X X abandoned
GP7 i} b/ GP30| .0 > o]
GP-8 0 N GP-31 [V 2100 |
GP-g A i GP-32 X X abandaned
GP10| ) DM 477 GP-33 [ ]
GP-11 ) N [ 0 0
epaz| (j pY 200 GP-35 — = NA
GP-13 B 0 GP-38 0 )
GP-14 0 D GP-37 0 0
GP-15 i.b7 Zl6() GP-38 ] 0
GP-16 B D GP-39 { 0
cpi7| = = Vel eyl P40 0 {
Gr1a| (01 11/ GP-41 O A
GP-1a = - i craz| ()7 00
GP-20 - = NA ap43| p > RN
GP-21 - - Darsnl el GP-44 X % |Does not exist
GP-22 N [ i GP-45 X X Doss not axist
GP-23 X X abandoned GP-46 X X Does not exist
Instrument Calibration;

MEJKE'.' 'st imr‘ﬂr‘.‘f

Model: __ (247

Sorial Mumber: _BL-1 - Do =t gAD

Calibration Gas (%LELY _ X0
Pra-Survey Reading: o i —

Paost-Survey Reading: E{g
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GAS PROBE SURVEY SUMMARY FORM

SITE DESCRIPTION:
Site Name: Picketville Landfil Date F (s [zt / /e
Project Number: §53-2623-Y17.0402 Time On-Site: - ED
Location Jacksonville, FL Time Off-Site: jayq
Summary Table
Gas Prassure Welhane Gas Tas | SUTE Ene Gas
Probe | Measurement | Measuremant Comments Frobe | M G
D {in Ha) {%LEL) D {in Ha) (%L EL)
GP-1 2 © GP-24 o
GP-2 e o GP-25 oo
GP-3 ® D GP26| = X X abandaned
GP-4 [y o GP-27 o | e
GP-5 P 5. GP-28 g
GP-6 o [4.¢% GP-29 x % ___|abandaned
GP-T ' =3 GP-30 a-lfe
GP-8 P GP-31 = BT
GP-8 & [- ] -f: GP-32 X X abandoned
GP-10 o P= GP-33 [ o
GP-11 (=] = GP-34 o e
cP-12 = = GP-35 DNE
GP-13 o | < GP-36 ele
GP-14 o | © GP-37 e |
GP-15 =] D.07% GP-38 e =
GP-18 6 |l GP-39 o [®
Gp17 | ————— D E GP-40 e [1&-77] M 3say ot
GP-18 b [ © GP-41 e |©
GP-19 PrE P42 C o
GP-20 DME GP-43 & [e
GP-21 [ DS — = GP-14 X X Does not exist
GP-22 L] d GP-45 X % Does not exist
GP-23 L4 X abandoned GP-46 X X Does not exist
Instrument Calibration: :
Make: _ Lanhie e Calibration Gas (LELy _ S Hy 2,570
Model: A 90 Pre-Survey Reading: L
Serizl Number: LyT1 Post-SuveyReading 2.5 7>

IGAS PROBE SURVEY SUMMARY FORM

SITE DESCRIPTION:

*f/zrfm

Site Mame: Picketuille Landfill Date Performed:
Project Number: 893-2623-Y20 Time On-Site; 1230
Location Jacksonville, FL Time Off-Site: {7208
Summary Table
[Gas | Frossurc | Wethane Gas Tas | Fressue | Welhana Gas
Probe | Measurement | Measurement Commanis Probe | Measurement | Measurement Commants
D {in Hg) [%LEL} D fnHgy | (gL
GP-1 f.oo 5] GP24| Do 0
GP2 | pn.pd o GP25 | p.o2 o.1
GP-3 | 6,80 4] GP-26 X X abandened
GF4 | p.oO [ GP27 | 8.0 o)
GP5 | .02 [ GP28| p.o® 23
GPf | p.go | O.1 GP20 % X abandoned
GP-7_| p.o J GFao | @. @ 3l T
GPd | d.00 [ 0.2 cPa1| p.od 2
GPo | b.©0 Sk, GP-32 X X abandonad
GP-10 | 0.0 [*] GP33| .82 0
GP11| &-80 & GP-34 | p.¢0 Y]
GP1z| @.o0 el Noes Aot Fimf
GP-13 | . g2 0 GP36 | (.09 o
GP-14 | p. ©oD D GP37| p.ov Fa) N
P15 | &-0 24.7 GP38 | 0.o@ ) Bipk~ hinee
GP16| 6.0 [) GP39 | el o v
Dot swrk Eviivk GP40 | 0.9 Bedr
GP-18 | @.v& D Gr41| D-oo D
15 [ GP-42 | B,9p 3]
[ e GP43 | .02 D
bt ! GP-44 X X Does not exist
cpr22| H-H0 D P45 X X Dioes not exist
+: ¥—— |abandoned GP-dg x X Does not exist o
Instrument Calibration: f‘ ‘n
Make: _ Aaabbec Calibration Gas (%LEL): :
Modez ~ ) Pre-Survey Reading: __¢J ¢ (
Sarial Number: IRLL Paost-Survey Reading: |

Sources: Field notes obtained from the 2015, 2016 and 2017 Annual Groundwater Monitoring Reports.
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APPENDIX I - SCREENING-LEVEL RISK REVIEW

Since the ROD and ESD were issued, the EPA’s standardized risk assessment methodology has been
revised to require a vapor intrusion pathway evaluation using multiple lines of evidence for Sites where
VOC:s are detected in the subsurface. Currently, no buildings are present on the Site and institutional
controls are in place that prohibit construction of buildings on the Site. However, a home is located
along the western Site boundary, albeit upgradient of the Site. To be conservative, due to the close
proximity of the residence to the Site, this FYR conducted a screening-level vapor intrusion evaluation
using the EPA’s Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) calculator to determine if the volatile
contaminants detected in Site groundwater require further evaluation.

The maximum concentrations of volatile COCs detected in the Upper Sand Aquifer in 2017 were used in
the VISL calculator with default assumptions for residential exposure. As shown in Table I-1, the
screening-level cumulative cancer risk is within the EPA’s risk management range of 1 x 10%to 1 x 10
and the hazard quotients (HQs) are below the EPA’s threshold of 1.0.

The screening-level evaluation of vapor intrusion assumes the maximum detection of each VOC is
present across the Site, which is conservative because many wells were below detection for VOCs. This
suggests that there is not a significant VOC source at the Site. These results support the finding that the
vapor intrusion pathway does not currently pose significant risks. However, if long-term monitoring
demonstrates any increases in concentrations, this pathway should be reevaluated using multiple lines of
evidence.

Table I-1: Screening-Level Vapor Intrusion Risk Evaluation

Maximum Upper Sand VISL Calculator®
vOoC Aquifer Well Concentration Residential
June 2017 (ng/L)* Cancer Risk Noncancer HQ

Acetone 48 (SMW-18) - 0.000002
Chlorobenzene 3.7 (SMW-18) - 0.009
1,1-Dichloroethane 9.1 (SMW-10) 1x10° -
1,1-DCE 5.2 (SMW-10) - 0.03

Cumulative Totals 1x10° 0.03

Notes:

a. Data obtained from Table 2 in the 2017 Semi-Annual and Final CD-Mandated Groundwater Monitoring
Report, Pickettville Road Landfill Site. Table 2. Prepared by Golder Associates, Inc. October 2017.

b. VISL calculator accessed at https://epa-visl.ornl.gov/cgi-bin/visl search on 6/19/2020.

- = toxicity value not established to calculate a cancer risk or noncancer HQ.

HQ = hazard quotient

pg/L = micrograms per liter
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APPENDIX J — INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL DOCUMENTS

Figure J-1: July 1993 Notice and Deed Restriction on Site Property®

' NOTICE_AND DEED REBTRICTION\"BI'-’BZ[! 61199

CFFIGIAL RECORDS

JAX 51, INC.,, a Georgia corporation, as owner of certain real
property (the "Property") on which all or a portlon of the National
Priorities List, 40 CFR Part 300, site known as the Plckettville
Road Landfill Superfund Site (the "Site"), which real property,
according to information 'ﬁrovided the undersigned, contains
hazardous substances (as defined by Section 101(14) of the
comprehensive Environmental Resp;nse, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §9601(14)), is situated
in puval cCounty, Jacksonville, Florida, and is more completely
described as follows:

See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this reference
made a part hereof.

hereby restricts the use of said Property as more fully set forth
in this Notice and Deed Restrictions.

“This document is executed pursuant to the requirements of
sectlion V.G. of that certain Consent Decree between the United
States of America and the city of Jacksonville, et. al., executed

in connection with United States of America V. city of

Jacksonville, et. al., civil Action No. 92-133-Civ-J-16, and

entered in the District Court for the Middle District of Florida,
Jacksonville bDivision, on April 22, 1992 (which, including
Appendices attached thereto, is referred to herein as the "Consent
Decree"}. The Consent Decree is attached hereto and recorded
herewith to comply with the requlrements of said Section V.G. All
defined terms (indicated by initial capitalization) used in this

Notice and Deed Restrictions and not otherwise defined herein,

Prepared By and Return to: A, Keith Daw, Esq.
Rogers, Towers, Bailey, Jones & Gay, P.A,
1301 Gulf Life Dr,, Suite 1500

Jacksonville, F1 32207

5 The deed restriction included a copy of the 226-page 1992 Consent Decree, which is not included herein.
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0FFICIAL RECORDS

shall have the same meaning and definition as such terms are given
in the consent Decree.

The restrictions created hereby are imposed upon the Property
for the purposes of preventing any use of the Property which would
(a) interfere with the performance of the Remedial Design and
Remedial Action at the Sité, or with long term Operation and
Maintenance of the remedy at £he site, as required in the Consent
Decree, or (b) interfere with the.lntegrity or effectiveness of the
Remedial Action implemented at the Site.

The restrictions imposed pursuant to this Notice and Deed
Restrictions are as follows:

1. Use of the Property 1n any manner which would interfere
with, obstruct, delay or disturb the performance of the
Site Remedial Design, Remedial Action, and or Operation
and Maintenance activities, as described in the Consent
Decree is prohibited;

2, Use of the Property in any manner that would interfere
with or disturb the effectiveness or integrity of the
Site Remedial Actlon constructed or installed pursuant to
the cConsent Decree, including, but not limited to, the
final landfill cover installed on the Site and the
installation and operation of any Site monitoring systems
at the Property, is prohibited;

3. Extraction of ground water from the Property for
consumptive or other uses, except as required in the
consent Decree, is prohibited;

4, There shall be no residential, commercial, indusirial,
recreational use of the Property, including, but not
limited to, the construction, installation or use of any
structures or buildings for such purposes, except as may
be required in the consent Decree }

5. There shall be no installation, construction, removal or
use of any buildings, wells, pipes, roads, ditches or any
other structures at the Property except as consistent
with the Consent Decree (such consistency shall be deemed
to exist upon approval of any such activity by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV) ; and

2
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: 017624 #6150

6, Use of the Site in a manner that wﬁu}s’lm[a FO¢Rthe
continued presence of humans at the Site, other than
presence necessary for implementation of the of the
Remedial Design, - Remedial Action, and Operation and
Malntenance required under the Consent Decree, or any
additional response actlion deemed necessary by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1V, is
prohibited.

All of the above restrictions shall run with the land and be
binding upon the owners of the Property and their respective
successors, assigns and transferees., The restrictions shall
continue in perpetuity.

If any provision of this Notice and Deed Restrictions is held
to be invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, the
invalidity of such provision shall not affect the validity of any
other provisions thereof. All such other provisions shall continue
unimpaired in full force and effect.

If any provision of this Notice and Deed Restrictions is also
the subject of differing provisions of any law or regulation
established by any federal, state or local government, the stricter
of the standards established by the two provisions shall prevail.

No provision of this Motice and Deed Restrictions shall be
construed as causing a violation of any applicable zoning laws,
regulations or ordinances, If any such conflict does arise, the
applicable zoning laws, regulations or ordinances shall prevail,
unless they are inconsistent with CERCLA in which case the

provision of this Notice and Deed Restrictions shall prevail.
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GECICIAL RECORDS

IN WITNESS HEREOF, JAX 51, INC., as owner of the Pickettville
Road Landfill Site, or a portion thereof, have caused these Deed

Restrictions to be executed this 290 day of July, 1993,

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED JAX 51, INC., a Georgia
IN THE PRESfﬁgﬁﬁ. CQrparatiop
/’ii;;;4o // . BY:AJQAA-,/:L/KUqu-, .
Name:_ OWvi0 EF Afvfhso” Print Hame of Officer: //t/Cilnjinse

Teor M oeyden]
W' (g tf Address: (%2 fiva J licza
AH Gussto (gl depy 71637 .4
Hame:__ W.\ulo. Paccedy )
STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF RICHMOND

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this aand
day of ;55!],1 , 1993, by Henry H. Claussen, the President of JAX
51, INC., alGeorgia corporation, on behalf of the corporation. He
(check one) @ is personally known to.me or O who has produced
as identification and who did not take

an oath.

My Commission Expiresiil
My Commission Number i's‘r_.
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Exhibit "A"
LEGAL DESCRII'TION 017624 61 503

(As Recorded In Official Records Volume 5614, Page 1019, Public Recotds of Duval County, Floiida) N

’ ereIcIAL RECORDS
A part of the Seymour Pickell Deonation, Section 38, and part of the William Lane Grant, Section 45, all in
Township 1 South, Range 26 East. Duval County, Florida, and more particutarly descrived as [ollows:

Commenzing al the intersection of the curved Northwestesly ¢ight-of-way line of Edgewood Avenue (3 100 foot
right-of-way as now established), said curved Northwesterly tight-of-wy line being concave to the Southeast;
with the Southwestesly right-of-way line of Pickeitville road (an 80 foct sight-of-way as aow established); run
thence North $1° 55° West atong the Southwesterly right-of-way line of Viekettville Road, 2335 feet for a Poimt
of Beginning: thence South 11° 16° 147 West, 621.77 feet 1o a poini; theace South 20° 32" East, 300 fecttoa
point; thence South 69* 28' West, 415 feel to a point; thence South 20° 32" East, 420 feet to a poinl; thence
South 60° 28' West, 251 [eet to a poink; thence South 20° 32° Eait, 213.8 feet to a point in the Notthesly line
of Bilimore Subdivision, Unit 6 according to plat theseof secorded in Plai Book 14, Page 29, of the Currenl
Public Records of Duval County, Florids: thence South 69* 28" West alang said Notiherly line of said
Subdivision, 351.68 feet to a point; thence South 60° 20" West,107.2 feel to a point, which paint s in the
Westerly line of the William Lane Grant and is the Noitheasterly line of the Seymour Pickelt Donation; thence
North 31° $0' West along said tine 1160 5 feet toa point; thence South 52° 41° West, 800 feet to a point; thence
Narth 30° 39° West, $33.7 feet to a point in the Southerly line of - Rickattuille Road:.thence Nosth 62 11° East,
§00 (c¢t 10 a point; thence South 31° 50° East. 10 feet to a point; thenee North 66* 34° East along the Southerly
line of the sald Pickettville Roxd, 1200.6 feet 1o A point; thence Noith 59° 46° East, 156.25 feet Lo a point in
said Southerly line of Pickettville Road to a point in the curved Southerly tight-of-way line of Pickettville Road,
sald curved right-of-way line being concave 1o the South and having a sadius of 247.93 feet; thence around and
along $1d curved Southerly right-of-way line South 80° 29" East, 3)2.15 feet (chord bearing aad distance) lo
the Point of Targency thereof; thence South 41° 55° East, 169.2 feel to a Point of Deginning: EXCEPT that
cestain piece, parcel or tracl of Tand situate, lying and being 3 part of the William Lane Grant, Section 43,
Tawnship 1 South, Range 26 East, Duval County. Florida, and being more paticulatly described as follows:
COMMENCING at the fntessection of the curved Noithwesterly right-of-way line of Edgewood Avenue (2 100
foot right-of-way as now established) said curved Northwesterly right-of-way line being concave to the
Southeast: with the Southwesterly sight-of-way linc of Pickettville Road (an 20 foot sight-of-way as now
#stablished); run thence North 41° 557007 West along said Southwesterly right-of-way line of Pickeitville Road
233.5 (cet for a Point of Deginning: thence South 11° 16° 14° West, 621,77 feet; thence South 82° 58' 357 West,
13741 feet: thence North 11° 18° 25" West, $00.00 ees; thence North 76° 41° 35" East, 60.00 (cet; thence Notth
110 18 25" West, 175.00 feet; thence North 26° 047 15° East, 172.00 fect to a point Ia the curved Southerly right-
of-way line of Pickettville Road, sald curved Southesly right-of-way line being concave to the South and having
.a radius of 247,93 feel; thence arcund and along said curved Southerly right-ofway.line South 60° 13" 45" East,
155.50 feet (chord bearing and distance) to the Point of Tangency thereol; thence continue along the
Southwesterly right-al-way line of Picketiville Road, South 41° 85* East, 169.20 feel to the Point of Deginning.

Also being described as: (Surveyor's Description)

A-part of the Seymour Pickedt Donation in Section 38, Township I South, Range 26 East, and Pant of Lots 2,
3, and 4 of the William Lane Grant, as per the Plat thereof in Plat Book 2, Page 14 of the Current Public
Records of Duval County, Flotida, being more particulacly dewcribed as:

Commence at the intersection on the Westerly tight-of-way line of Ol Kings Highway with the Southesly right-
of-way line of Pickettville Road (a 60 foot and 80 foot right-ol-way as per the posting by the Board of County
Commissioness of Duval County on February 1st, 1930 and the survey thereof by R.L. Croasdell on December
20th, 1929); run thence along sald Southerly right-of-way line noith 59° 26' 54° East, a distance of 60347 feet
to the Point of Beginning: thence continue along said right-of-way line North 59° 28° $4° East, a distance of
£00.06 feet to the West line of the William Lane Grant as recorded in Piat Daok 2, Page 14, of the Current
Public Records of Duval County, Florida; thence South 32° 45° 05° East, along sald West line 10.03 fect; thence

North $9° 28' 54 East along said Southenly right-of-way line, a distance of 1457.29 feet to the point of curvature
of a curve concave Southeasterly, having for iis elements a central angle of 41° 19" 32° and a radivs of 246.80
feet: thence run Northeasterly along the arc of said curve and Southerly sight-al-way, a distance of 178.01 [eel;
thence departing said right-of-way line and curve tun South 27° 39" 42° West, a distance of 172.00 [eet; thence
South 11° 55" 18° eas, a distance of 175.00 feet; thence South 77 57° 54 West, a distance of £0.00 feet; thence
South 11* 45° 32 East, a distance of 500.00 feet; thence Nosth 82° $5° 43° East, a distance of 135.70 feel lo the
West boundary of that parcel described in Olficial Recotds Volume 1074, Page 498, of the Curent Public
Records of Duval County, Florida; thence South 21* 13' 02° East, a distance of 298.52 (eet; thence South 65°
36° 40° West, a distance of 415.00 feet; thence South 24° 20° 56" East, a distance of 420.00 feet 1o the Nartherly
tight-of-way line of Keen Road as pes Official Records Volume 1443, Page 446, said Pul'ic Recouds; thence
South 65° 36' 39° Wesl, along said right-of-way, 251.00 feet: thence Sauth 21* 23" 11* East, a distance of 214.19
feet to the North line of Block 15, Biltmore No. 6, as recorded in Plat Dook 14, Page 29, said Public Records;
{hence South 68° 33* 09° West, along said North line of Block 15, a distance of 458.88 feet to the West line of
said William Lane Granl; thence Noith 32° 45° 03° Wesl, along said West line, a distance of 1160.50 (eey;
thence South 50° 06° 43* West, a distance of £00.00 fect; thence Noitl 33° 21° 02° West, a distance of $53.58
feet to the Puint of Beginning.

- Containing 50.22 acres, more or less.
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